showed that incompatible misspellings were easier to detect in a sentence than compatible ones, a finding in accord with a mismatch model of perception (after Teuber, 1960). According to this model, the context of the sentence Ieads the subject to expect a particular word at the phonetic level, and detecting the misspellings depends in part on a mismatch between this expectation and the internal pronunciation of the actual input. Since the internal pronunciation of phonetically compatible misspellings matches that of the expected word, these misspellings pass undetected at the phonetic level. But the expectation fails to match the internal pronunciation of phonetically incompatible misspellings, which are therefore easily detected at the phonetic level according to the mismatch model.
Rather, an active or mismatch process seems to be involved, whereby perception results from a comparison of the input (at various stages of coding) with a self-generated model of that input.
Consider these two types of misspellings: phoneti,cally compatible and pho rc tic allg inc o mp ati.ble. Comp atible misspellings can be pronounced the same as the original word (say, vunsn for vrnsr) whereas the incompatible ones cannot (vonsn for vrnsr). MacKay (1968) showed that incompatible misspellings were easier to detect in a sentence than compatible ones, a finding in accord with a mismatch model of perception (after Teuber, 1960 Incorrect-set responses and incorrect-word responses were scored as before, with the results shown in Table 2 . Incorrect-word responses were no more frequent for new-word misspellings than set words in the no-set condition, but were significantly more frequent for new-word misspellings in the set condition (84Vo versus 0%). -lhis difference is only partly due to the high frequency of incorrect-set responses for new-word misspellings (also shown in Table 2 ). With these incorrect-set responses subtracted out, 50Vo of the erroneous responses to new-word misspellings were incorrect-word responses (as compared to 0% for the set rvords). Apparently the subjects realized the new-word misspellings were words, but were unsure which words.l DISCUSSION Our findings present difficulties for passive models of perception. But the mismatch model developed in the introduction also fails to explain certain aspects of our data. According to this model, new-word misspellings should be easier to detect in the set than the no-set condition. Since the reverse was true, we were forced to develop a new model to explain our results. Our model can be considered an input-testing theory (after MacKay, 1967; Miller, Galanter, and Pribram, 1960) , since perception is considered to follow a series of tests on the input.
Four possible input tests in the set condition of our experiment are shown in Table 3 Consider the possibility that a new-word misspelling has only passed test 3 (Is the input identical to the set word at the phonetic level?), with- (Corcoran, 1966 (Corcoran, , 1967 (Corcoran, , 1968 
